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Part 1 


... Many of you have taken his classes, at one time or another, and 
have been impressed by him, and loved him. I believe that a tribute to 
pay him, and the one that can be paid to him, is to reread his books to 
assess their importance, since the Birth of History [1961]. Because I 
believe that he really did a work. [Deleuze is probably talking about 
Francois Chatelet who died on December 26, 1985] 


So, from now on, we start like the second part of this study on 
Foucault. [1:00] And the second part is the second axis of his thought, 
and this second axis of his thought concerns power. It was required by 
the first axis, which concerned knowledge, and throughout the 
previous quarter we were as if led to see how the field of knowledge 
required, under very specific conditions, a response that had to come 
from elsewhere. And we just sensed that no doubt this response, 
which had to come from elsewhere, could only come from an analysis 
of power, from an analysis of power relations. [2:00] I try to 
summarize once again what we retain from the previous analysis of 
knowledge. 


The first point is that historical formations appear as strata, stratified 
formations. We will perhaps see that with respect to the problem of 
power, this notion of stratum or stratification, as it appears very 
quickly at the beginning of The Archeology of Knowledge, takes on an 
importance, takes on a new importance in relation to the problem 
power. You feel it right away; in any case, you have to feel it right 
away, that the question would be: what about power, is it stratified? 
[3:00] But finally, we are not there yet. 


How do these stratified formations look? They look like real 
sedimentary layers. Layers of what? Layers of seeing and speaking. 
The words pile up, the visibilities pile up. Layers of seeing and 
speaking. 


Second point: these layers call upon two forms: seeing and speaking, 
but more precisely, form of the visible and form of the utterable. And 
each stratified formation is made of the intertwining of these two 
forms: the visible and [4:00] the utterable, or their formal condition, 
light and language. 


Third point: although these two forms intertwine to constitute the 
stratified formations, there is heterogeneity of the two forms. They are 
two irreducible forms, without common measure. The visible is not 
the utterable. To speak is not to see. So that the intertwining of the 
two forms is a real battle and can only be conceived as an embrace, 
body to body, battle. [5:00] And ultimately, practically, isn't that what 
interests Foucault and explains a lot of his style? Namely: everything 
happens as if, for him, it was a question of hearing cries beneath the 
visible, and conversely, extracting visible scenes from words. Flashes 
under the words, cries under the visible, perpetual embrace of the 
two. We saw that, about Roussel, about Raymond Roussel, that's what 
he's looking for in Roussel. The flashes, there, which escape from the 
words, and with [Jean-Pierre] Brisset — 6 [6:00] 


unusual trotter, whom Foucault comments on, more briefly than he 
comments on Roussel -- and in Brisset, he goes looking for cries under 
the words. 


I’m opening a very quick parenthesis, because I haven’t talked about it 
much, about Brisset, about the text on Brisset, but... Brisset, this book 
on language [La Grammaire naturelle (1878); new edition with 
preface by Foucault (Paris: Tchou, 1970)] has very curious operations 
that one would be wrong to take for fanciful exercises in etymology. 
There is a fine page by Brisset on the word 


"bitch". Brisset's approach... what does it tell us, Brisset? He says: well, 
here it is, 


What is "bitch"? It's dirty, not clean, dirty; water, e-a-u, -- because 
water is the universal origin, that's where frogs come from, [7:00] and 
we're all frogs, that's Brisset's big idea - - sal-o-pray, get caught. It 
means that the captives, in the war, the captives are put in a kind of... 
of ground, wet, they are thrown into dirty water, the captives are put 
in dirty water: dirty-water -taken. They are caught in dirty water. So. 


Do you see the process? Word. If it was etymology, it would be a 
miserable trick, but it's better than that. From the word, he will 
extract a visible scene: the captive who bathes in a kind of pit with 
dirty water. [8:00] So, and on top of that, from this visible scene, he 
tears off a cry: the victors, around this pit, normally shout “damn! ". 
You see, they revile the captives. From that, a new return to a visible 
scene: filth becomes room-for-prices. 


Namely the room, room like here -- at, a-u-x -- price, p-r-i-x. Indeed, 
we are not satisfied with insulting, the victors are not satisfied with 


insulting the captives by saying "filthy", that is to say you are caught 
in dirty water, [9:00] they buy them to make slaves of them, they buy 
them in what is then a hall of, a-u-x, price, p-r-i-x. I stop because 
people like that, in Brisset, it doesn't stop. 


But why is this not an etymological exercise? You see, he perpetually 
starts from the words, he extracts a visual scene from them, he makes 
the visual scene noisy. The sound effect, the first sound effect of the 
visual scene, induces another visual scene, and it will evoke the sound 
effect of the second visual scene. It's a very interesting poetic process 
that makes the most beautiful pages of Brisset and perpetually, there 
is this kind of animated story that jumps from a cry to a visual scene, 
to a visibility, [10:00] of a visibility at a cry, for which, obviously, 
Foucault could not miss Brisset. So heterogeneity of the two forms 
which are perpetually in a relationship of capture, embrace, body to 
body, with each other. 


But, fourth point, even if we say, it's battle relations, how is the hand- 
to-hand combat possible, how is the embrace possible? Since the two 
forms are irreducible. 


And we have seen the answer, at the level of this fourth point, 
ultimately it cannot be anything other than this the answer, namely: 
there must indeed be a relationship between the two unrelated forms, 
the visible and the utterable, light and language. There must be a 
relationship between these two unrelated forms, therefore the 
relationship can only come from another [11:00] 


dimension. It is another dimension that will bring out the relationship 
in the non-relationship of the two forms. You see, if I'm insisting here 
because it's going to be very important for us, even before we 
understand anything -— I no longer have a choice, this other dimension 
must be informal and not stratified, otherwise that would not be an 
answer to the problem. That's not an answer. This dimension must be 
another dimension than that of knowledge, and it must be 
distinguished from knowledge, among other things, by this: it will not 
be stratified, it will not be formal. 


In other words, wait...there can be no form of power. I mean, almost, 
you have to understand abstractly before seeing concretely. [12:00] 
And we saw in the last point, in fact: why and how knowledge 
surpassed itself towards another dimension. And that was the subject 


of our last session: how does knowledge go beyond itself to another 
dimension? And the answer to which... and it was the analysis on 
which we ended, from azert. And the analysis of this unusual example, 
azert, which was like Foucault's own contribution alongside the 
exercises of Roussel and the exercises of Brisset, these very curious 
pages of Foucault when he frolics in azert, azert, saying: but there you 
are, you ask for an example statement, I'll give it to you: azert. And 
then will you show. Well, we saw where that took him. 


[13:00] Namely, that led him to the following idea, that the border, 
the distinction to be made, does not pass between the statement and 
what it designates, nor even between the statement and what it 
signifies. 


But between what is the border? The border passes between the 
statement and what it embodies, or what it actualizes. And what does 
it update? What is that, this frontier between the statement and what 
actualizes it? ... The statement is defined by a regularity, that is to say 
is the analog of a curve. [Pause] But [14:00] what does a curve do? It 
regularizes relations between singular points, it regularizes relations 
between singularities. Azert regulates the relationships between 
singular points, that is to say the relationships between the letters in 
the French language and the fingers, between the frequency of the 
letters, the neighborhoods of letters, and the relationships of fingers. 
These are relations between singularities. Azert is the statement, like 
the curve 


[15:00] which passes from the neighborhoods of these singularities. In 
other words, the statement azert refers to what? It updates power 
relations. These power relations are power relations between the 
letters and the fingers in the French language. 


I would say exactly: this is how knowledge surpasses itself towards 
power. For what ? Because power is a relationship, and the 
relationship of power is strictly the same thing as a relationship of 
force. And with Foucault, power relations, in the singular, and power 
relations, in the plural, are strictly synonymous. If knowledge goes 
beyond power towards [16:00], it is insofar as the relations of the two 
forms -- form of the visible and form of the utterable -- it is insofar as 
the relation of the two forms surpasses itself towards the balance of 
power that it embodies. So much so that we have the abstract formula 
of the knowledge-power relationship, before concretely understanding 
what power is all about. And you see the importance then, for our 
whole future, of Foucault's remark: the statement as an element of 
knowledge, the statement is always a relation with something else, 


even though this other thing is infinitely or slightly different from it. . 
It amounts exactly to 


say: knowledge relations are fundamentally related to something else 
which are [17:00] 


the relations of power, although the two, relation of power and 
relations of knowledge, are infinitely little distinguished. The other 
thing, almost similar. Only it's an "almost". 


Hence our problem becomes: what is power? We already know 
Foucault's fundamental answer: power is relation, just as knowledge is 
relation of form, power is relation of form, power is relation of force. 
You will tell me, it is not very strong, power is a balance of power. It 
depends, it depends, we'll see. We will see. Foucault thinks that if we 
had understood [18:00] what the balance of power means, the 
conception of power would have been radically changed. However, 
you will rightly say: But it is not the only one to have defined power 
by power relations, fortunately. If there is Foucault's originality at this 
level, it is in the conception of the balance of power that we must look 
for it. 


Here, I tried to consolidate our achievements, so here I am making a 
strong appeal: are there any problems with everything that happened 
in the first quarter or is everything fine? 


[Pause] There is another question: in your reading of Foucault, do you 
agree with the way in which the problem of knowledge is 
represented? But that, we'll keep it for the end of the year if... I don't 
know. Finally, it is now that you should talk if you want to. 


You don't feel like it... Well... Ah! Yeah ? [Student begins] Speak 
loudly, speak, I can't hear. 


Student: The term “discursive formation” never appeared in your 
analysis. 


Deleuze: That's not wrong. 
Student: You talk about historical formation... [Inaudible] 


Deleuze: That's not wrong. Yes Yes Yes Yes. “Never” is perhaps a little 


harsh. It seems to me that I spoke about it, I prefer... I hope it is there 
also sometimes, I rather used the term regime of utterance, [20:00] 
regime of utterance, yeah. I'll tell you why, I believe... 


Why... Indeed, you are absolutely right. But in the end, we always 
make our choice in terminology. On the other hand, he very, very 
rarely uses the word "stratum", and I gave essential importance to 
"stratum". Obviously, it's small choices that we make, like that. 


But I have a reason why I have, in fact, spoken very little about 
discursive formation: it is that I fear a little, in fact, ambiguity in this 
respect. On the contrary, I suppose Foucault was very fond of 
ambiguity in this regard. Because, “discursive” has a precise meaning 
in French, and in philosophical terminology. It is a certain regime of 
deduction, a certain deductive regime, which defines a discourse. And 
he himself will use the word “discourse”, [21:00] for example, in a 
title: L’Ordre du discours. It goes without saying that there is a 
completely new conception of speeches. And what is the novelty of 
the formation of the discursive in Foucault? A discursive formation is 
a family of statements. So, once said, there is a paradoxical and 
completely new conception of the statement. So, “discursive” is for 
him a certain way of conveying his conception of the enunciative. 


As a result, I had no reason, it seems to me, to use the discursive term 
in his work, because it is a term of mischief. It's a kind of relatively 
neutral word, [22:00] where you can put a lot of things, and through 
which it passes its own thing, namely the statements, the family of 
statements, the regime of statements. . But almost every time I said 
"family of utterances" you could say "discursive formation". And what I 
have tried to show is how a family of statements in Foucault -- which 
was in no way defined by a resemblance of the statements to each 
other, but almost by the possibility of prolonging the series of 
singularity, this which isn't quite different -- was an even more 
original design. 


So, in effect, “discursive formation” is “family of statements”. But your 
comment is absolutely correct. 


In many other cases, it seems to me, I am led to do -- each to his own 
reading -- I am led to favor certain terms... to hardly [23:00] cite 
other terms. I don't know, I don't know. It will happen again for power 
surely. There is a... there is a page of Foucault where he once uses a 


word which seems to me so important, so enlightening for the whole 
of his theory, it is the word "diagram". And I will insist enormously on 
the diagram, although... although the word is used by Foucault only 
once but in an essential page. So everything also depends, there you 
know, each of us is like that: if we are led to favor certain terms over 
others when we read, it is also insofar as we grant to such a page or to 
such page, a decisive importance. A book is never homogeneous, a 
book is made up of highs and lows, the lows sometimes being great. I 
speak rhythmically, [24:00] the downbeats in the rhythmic sense. 


So... It is obvious that two people who read a book with passion, it is 
enough that the passion is there, I am not sure that the distribution of 
strong and weak times is the same in two readings. So the differences 
between readings, they precede a lot, you know, the problems of 
interpretation. The differences between readings, when a book is rich, 
and beautiful, it already happens at the level of the rhythm of reading. 
And no matter how quietly you read, there is no reading that is not 
rhythmic; that is to say, even before you have understood what it was 
all about, there are signals which reach you, and these signals are 
things which, like small lamps, which light up and which you say to 
yourself: “Ah! [25:00] this is something important”. 


And it's true that reading is a whole breathing exercise, a rhythmic 
exercise, before being an intellectual exercise. And there, the criteria 
of choice for someone, to say: "oh there, that's essential", it's not 
because the author has put sentences in italics, because when he puts 
in italics, it means that it is his own reading, it means that he is in the 
process of reading himself, and that he addresses his reader by saying: 
“that's important”. So you have to listen to him, because he still has a 
privileged point of view, the author. He's the one who knows, huh. 
But you are often led to shift the italics, so there is a question of this 
theme of rhythm, the distribution of strong beats and weak beats, 
which means that once again, the interpretation follows [26:00 ] of 
this rhythm. It is even through this that the reader, he nevertheless 
participates in the creation of the author. It's a bit like when, you 
know, when you read philosophy, or a fortiori when you read 
literature, it's very close to when you listen to music. Literally, you 
don't hear music if you don't get the rhythm, or sometimes even 
something else. It has often been said, and it seems to me quite right 


obvious: we do not hear Mozart, we do not hear the letter if we are 


not sensitive to the distribution of accents. If you don't distribute the 
accents, Mozart, at the limit, is a mediocre musician. He is an accent 
musician. So it's not bad. You can [27:00] 


not to take it literally. But in literature and in philosophy, it is like 
that too. 


I am thinking of an author like Leibniz; you take a page from Leibniz, 
but even before, reading it, you cannot but wonder how high it is, like 
music, how high, at what level. Like a thought always on several 
levels, it is exposed on several levels. To read is to assign such a page 
to such a level, such a page to such a level. 


So, in effect, I go back to Foucault, “discursive formation”, I come 
across “discursive formation”; me, I would put it at the lowest level, 
not at all that it is a bad notion, but [28:00] it is a trap notion. I can 
easily imagine someone who, on the contrary, would make it the 
center. It would be a completely different distribution of rhythms, and 
strong beats and weak beats. 


That's why the only thing I claim is not at all to impose a reading on 
you, it's really to offer you one, so that you can make your own. And 
understand that, at that time, it wouldn't serve -- what you didn't tell 
me at all, you were that kind, it showed that your question was 
perfect -- it wouldn't serve to tell me: 


“but there, you are wrong”. If you distribute the accents differently in 
your reading, obviously there are untenable readings, there are always 
untenable readings, these are readings that trivialize, these are 
readings that transform new things into ready-made things, see what 
fools are saying today [29:00] about Foucault. So at that point, it must 
be said, these are not untenable readings, they are non-readings. They 
have never read, they do not know how to read. Just as there are 
people who don't know how to hear music -- I say it all the more 
cheerfully because I am one -- it is a sense that you miss. What's 
annoying is to write a book on Foucault when you miss reading 
everything, it's annoying. But otherwise, all reads that are reads are 
good. So. 


So let's go. Especially since in this story... no, I'll end these general 
remarks again by saying: everything that we found in a certain way -- 
and there too it's a question of rhythm here -- everything that we 
found at the level of the axis of knowledge goes like [30:00] moving 
at the level of the other axis, the axis of power, and taking on new 
resonances. Namely, at the level of the axis of knowledge, what had 


we found? We had found three things that concerned the two forms of 
knowledge. Namely, first thing: there is a difference in nature or 
heterogeneity of the two forms. Second thing: that does not prevent 
there from being reciprocal presupposition and mutual embraces, the 
visible supposes the enunciable and the enunciable supposes the 
visible, the two, body to body, perpetually. And the third thing, that 
does not finally prevent the primacy of one over the other, namely, 
the primacy of the statement over visibility. 


And it was necessary to maintain these three tonic accents [31:00]: 
heterogeneity, reciprocal presupposition, primacy. primacy of one 
over the other. Well, these three themes, these three accents, we are 
going to find them again this time at the level of the power-knowledge 
relationship. And it will be necessary that between power and 
knowledge, there is heterogeneity, difference in nature, in a certain 
way non-relationship. There will also have to be a reciprocal 
presupposition: no knowledge without power and 


no power without knowledge. It will still be necessary for there to be 
primacy of one over the other, [Pause] namely that it is power that is 
[32:00] determining. 


And if there is heterogeneity, you immediately see what that means. 
Namely, power in itself is not known, it is not an object of knowledge. 
But in the first trimester, I had made a connection between Foucault 
and Kant, precisely at the level of the irreducibility of the 
heterogeneity of the two forms, which in Kant were not the visible 
and the utterable, but were the intuition and understanding. There, I 
could also make a connection with Kant. 


Because Kant is undoubtedly the first to have posed a difference in 
nature between two functions of reason, a radical heterogeneity 
between two functions of reason. And these two functions of reason, 
[33:00] he called "practical reason" and "theoretical reason." And the 
two were heterogeneous, and yet practical reason took precedence 
over theoretical reason. She was decisive. And the primacy of practical 
reason was to be a fundamental theme of Kant. And yet, the 
heterogeneity of the two functions of reason, practical function and 
theoretical function, led to what? That the practical reason is not 
known and gives nothing to know. Practical reason was determined by 
the moral law according to Kant, but the moral law was not 


knowledge or an object of knowledge. There was nothing to know in 
the realm of practical reason. [Pause] [34:00] 


With Foucault, it is different because both, both knowledge and 
power, refer to practices. For Foucault, there are only practices. It 
remains that the two practices, the practice of knowledge and the 
practice of power, are irreducible. So power cannot be known. And 
yet there is a reciprocal presupposition. Or at least the power will be 
indirectly known, it will be indirectly known, it will be known, in the 
relations of knowledge. It is knowledge that will give us knowledge of 
power. [35:00] Well, you see all the themes that we found as a 
relationship between the two forms of knowledge will move along the 
other axis. So if I had to - 


you see well, huh? [Deleuze stands up to go to the board] — if I had to 
present Foucault's thought, for the moment, I would have like the two 
axes, with displacement, of a type of problem from one axis to the 
other , axis of knowledge, axis of power. 


What happens now? A third axis is added. It will have [36:00] been 
necessary for something to appear insufficient to Foucault in the 
distribution of the two axes, for a more or less urgent problem to 
become more and more urgent for him, for him to add this third axis, 
and make a reshuffling of his thinking at the end. But we're not there 
yet, though... 


We have already tackled it, and what I would like is for this whole 
moment when we are going to stay on the problem of power, you feel 
on several occasions, how is emerging, but even in a very confused 
way, the need to a third axis. But for the moment we are going to 
fight with the two axes, that is to say this kind of excrescence on 
knowledge: the axis of power, which therefore intersects with the axis 
of knowledge. It will be more and more a three-dimensional thought, 
as soon as he has found the third axis. [37:00] Good. Good, good, 
good. 


Well, what is power? There, I would like today that we almost stick to 
what Foucault did not do, namely, an exposition of the principles of 
power. And why didn't he do a statement of principles? Because in a 
way, it is obvious; in a way, his whole thought consists in saying: 
power has no principle. But finally, to say power has no principle... 
And in addition, he wanted, and chose him then, in the writing of 
these books, he 


chose the point of view of immanence. Namely, power is taken up in 
relations of knowledge. 


So it must be grasped in its immanence to knowledge. But, as we have 
known from the beginning, immanence does not prevent the 
difference in kind [38:00] between power and knowledge. So that if I 
take the other possibility, I would emphasize the difference in nature 
between power and knowledge. And at that moment, I have the right 
to try, from Foucault's texts, to identify the principles of power. 
Simply, the only task for me will be not to forget, at every moment, 
that all that is very good, but that does not prevent power from 
existing only in these relations of immanence to knowledge. 


You see, Foucault in his texts, I believe, privileges the relations of 
immanence to knowledge but nevertheless maintains that there is a 
difference in nature between power and knowledge. Me, I would like, 
to clarify Foucault's thought, and only for this purpose, I would like to 
do the opposite, to emphasize the difference in nature, without 
forgetting however that there is immanence. 


[39:00] Well when I say... So what does the principle of power mean? 
It is already, what is power? Is this a legitimate question? I mean, is 
power amenable to the question what is? Once said that power is like 
knowledge, it is a practice. In other words, to take it seriously, power 
takes practice. You will say to me, to know it too, yes, okay, but we 
have seen it, knowledge, it is practiced, it is seeing and speaking, and 
nothing preexists seeing and speaking. Well, power can also be 
practiced, simply it is two practices which differ in nature. It is not 
enough [40:00] to say that the question "what is power?" refers to a 
practice. The inspiration of the question must itself be practical. 


The inspiration of the question is itself practical, what does that 
mean? It means: what about today? And there, we touch something on 
Foucault's method. Foucault never posed, in a certain way, posed 
anything other than historical problems. And yet, Foucault never 
posed a historical problem without the center of his thought 
concerning today, here and now. [Pause] Why does he admire Kant? 
No doubt he admires Kant for his entire philosophy. [41:00] But he 
particularly admires Kant because Kant, according to Foucault, was 
arguably one of the first philosophers to pose the question of the 
subject in the coordinates here now. And that the transcendental 
subject, the universal subject in Kant, is inseparable from a subject 


here and now, that is to say: what about today, at the time of Kant, 
what about he in the Age of Enlightenment? And he opposes Kant to 
Descartes by saying: Descartes remained with a universal self. The 
subject of the cogito is any subject, whereas the Kantian subject will 
always be a subject of the self in the Age of Enlightenment. 


And why is the historical problem for Foucault fundamentally linked 
to the question "what about today?" »? [42:00] Precisely by the notion 
of practice. It is the notion of practice, it is practice, which is the only 
continuity of History until now, until now. It is the sequence of 
practices that is the only historical continuity. Given the ruptures, 
changes in practices, etc., it is the practical element that goes from the 
old days, that goes from the past to the present. [ Pause recording] 
[42:40] 


Part 2 


... and conversely, [43:00] what would allow me to answer a 
question, which I am very interested in, is: in what sense what is not 
explicitly part of a work -- 


it was a question that Foucault had posed very well, for example, 
[Pierre] Klossowski also about Nietzsche -- in what sense, for example, 
are Nietzsche's letters part of the work? Are they part of it, are they 
not part of it? The question I would ask is: in what sense are 
Foucault's interviews or not part of his work? If the problem of a 
publication of the interviews arose... what meaning do they have? 


It seems obvious to me. The interviews always develop the here-now 
which corresponds to a book, the book relating to a historical period. 
[44:00] So there is a strict correlation between the interviews and the 
books. And this is what I would like to begin before even really 
beginning my analysis, this is what I would like to develop, the 
importance of these two questions: how does it happen at such a time? 
What about today ? 


There will be continuity, but a sort of subterranean continuity. And it 
is only the practice that can make this continuity grasp, it is not a 
reflexive continuity. That's why he won't talk about it in his books. But 
the topicality of his books comes from the fact that the here-now is 
obviously essential. So that the coherence of Foucault from the point 
of view of his life, of his work, seems very clear to me. What is 
happening ? I take Discipline and Punish. [45:00] Discipline and 
punish, as we have seen, deals with a short duration, end of the 18th 
beginning of the 19th century. What is it? These are criminal law and 
prison. Good. At the same time, in the interviews of this period, what 
is Foucault dealing with? Jail today. Practically, Discipline and Punish 
can be considered as the book to which responds what practice? 


Foucault formed at that time, around '70, a so-called "leftist" group 
which, I believe, had 


[46:00] a lot of importance because it was the only formation after 
68, it seems to me, to have worked or to have proposed a very 
particular functioning -- there too it is a question of practice -- and 
this group is the Prison Information Group (GIP). I say that it was the 


only leftist group that worked -- maybe I'm exaggerating -- it spread 
anyway, since on the model of the GIP a Psychiatry Information Group 
was set up, Emigrant Information Groups, and at that time, there were 
great expansions. 


What's not good, isn't it, with those who talk today about May 68, is 
that they make it a kind of intellectual phenomenon by forgetting 
[47:00] that it was a global phenomenon and of global practice, and 
that May 68 was the expression in France of something... which was 
happening or which would happen in Italy, Japan, America, etc., and 
that we cannot think of this period now if we do not globalize it. Now, 
I say that after 68, what happens? There was re-formation of relatively 
centralized groups. I remember the Gauche Prolétarienne was very 
centralized. There were bosses in there, [Laughs] bosses who wanted 
blood. What did Foucault do at that time? I'm talking about practice 
but I think that's not [48:00] a way to make a parenthesis, it's that it's 
very difficult to understand, to live today if you don't have a little the 
presentiment that this has always remained a practical problem for us. 


I have the feeling that there was first an evaluation in Foucault, 
namely a practical evaluation: "something is going to happen in the 
prisons". Good ; it is a political assessment. -- 


In my opinion, it is very difficult to understand anything in politics 
without being crossed by 
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these evaluations: “what will happen? ", eh ? The impression that 
something was going to happen, to happen in the prisons -- You will 
say to me, "it's not difficult, there had been movements". Yes, the 
movements were beginning. But I repeat the same thing as for the 
reading: what is difficult is to say: "ah well yes, that [49:00] is 
important; that is not going to be aborted". There was a great 
evaluation of Foucault saying "there is something there" 


as if in the torpor of after 68, strangely, a hearth was reignited but in 
the prisons. 


It was preceded by the great prison movement in America. Foucault 
worked on prisons, worked theoretically on prison or he seemed to 
work theoretically on prison in the 18th-19th [centuries], he was very 
sensitive to the movement of prisons in America, he was very sensitive 
to the case [George] Jackson who at the time was very important, and 


he sensed “something is going to happen in France”. 


And his idea of the formation of the GIP, what is it? Well, that's 
making a non-centralized group. 


Good. By that, it's a descent [50:00] of '68. How does '68 look like? A 
non-centralized movement, which wanted to be a non-centralized 
movement. Let's say right away: a new type of struggle. [Félix] 
Guattari before '68 had launched, which was already an interpretation 
of the forms of struggle that were emerging, the idea of "transversal" 
struggles, as opposed to centralized struggles of the classic type, that 
is to say centralized around of a trade union, around a party; it was 
obviously the Communist Party and the CGT. The transversal 
struggles, it seems that May 68 was the bursting of a transversal 
network where the struggles ceased to be centralized. So a new type of 
struggle, we will see the importance it has when we come back to the 
theory. [51:00] 


And how was the GIP formed? What is a transversal struggle as 
opposed to centralized struggles? It is a struggle where there are no 
representatives. No one is represented. Nobody can say “I represent 
these”. 


Understand... [Deleuze laughs] if you believe in philosophy, you'll 
never think that -- 


when we talk about a critique of representation today -- you won't 
think it's a matter of intellectuals. One cannot criticize representation 
if one is not sensitive to the practice that such criticism entails. And 
the practice that such criticism entails is very simple: it means "I will 
never [52:00] speak for others", "I will never believe myself to be 
someone's representative". So that was strangely new. Foucault, I 
believe -- there are people who have no right to criticize the 
representation, because when they criticize the representation, it's 
really lip service, and they criticize the representation by claiming to 
represent something or someone -- I would say it's the academic 
critique of representation. There is only practical criticism. If I 
criticize representation as a philosopher, I am also committing to 
something: not to be part of any commission. It's that simple. That is 
to say, never represent anything; otherwise it won't. [53:00] 


How do you want to say on the one hand "representation is not okay, 
you have to do a philosophy that is not a philosophy of 
representation", and then quietly continue to represent? [Laughs] It's 
not serious. I mean, if we ask the question of life and work, it's not 


that we have to be consistent at all costs, but it's that we can't have 
very good ideas, n Isn't it, if we don't realize that we are still 
performing when we say "down with representation"... 


What did he grasp, Foucault? He grabbed something crucial through 
the prisons. He understood that people did not stop speaking for 
prisons, but that the prisoners, they do not 
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never spoke. You still have to get over it, it's not old though, things 
have changed a lot, in not so many years, because now it's no longer 
true, there are the Liberation classified ads, for example . [54:00] The 
prisoners speak for themselves. Good. But you know, even after 68, it 
was amazing! On TV, there were always programs about prisons since 
it was already a fashionable subject. And we made everyone speak 
strictly: left-wing lawyers, right-wing lawyers, prison visitors -- 


they were amazing, they were often wonderful ladies -- and all that, 
judges, street people, the janitor, anyone but the prisoners. Much 
more: except the former prisoners. Foucault, that made him rather 
laugh. There was only one person who was not allowed to talk about 
the prison, it was the one who was there. [55:00] So the critique of 
representation meant: the prisoners, they don't need representatives to 
say what they have to say. Simply, it was necessary to organize a 
group. 


How does he do? A transversal group, a non-centralized group. We 
start from a working hypothesis: Foucault and others, they had 
developed a questionnaire; that wasn't fun, was it? 


— I mean, a practice, a practice, I try to say what a practice was for 
Foucault 


-- it's not funny because the questionnaire, where was he going to put 
it? Where was he going to place it, his questionnaire? First he made 
his questionnaire, a series of hypotheses, but then it was a question of 
the prisoners answering and revising the questionnaire. He was not a 
prison visitor, Foucault! He couldn't do the prisons, etc. So, well, it 
happens on its own. First, how is a network formed? It's no secret, a 
network, you know. You had to queue [56:00], you had to go in the 
queues at the prison gates, and then pass the questionnaire to the 
women, to the women and to the parents, who were in the queue to 
see the prisoners. It wasn't the ride because they were wondering what 


this stuff was, people queuing. And then it's obvious that the guards, 
they quickly understood... and that, as soon as they got a copy of the 
questionnaire, things started to go wrong. Well, a practice was 
constituted, and Foucault constituted his practice. 


And it really started in the lines of the prisons, in the parades of 
people who were in line, and often, well, they're like everyone else, 
they don't want a story, they don't understand how weird it is what 
'we ask them there, [57:00] and then, if we asked them to pass the 
paper to the prisoners themselves or to answer themselves... and then, 
little by little, it worked. It took teams... it was done, it wasn't 
centralized at all, it wasn't pyramidal, there, one group, another 
group: cross-sectional report, people queuing in prisons . 


Well, and then the groups, it spread, namely: Third Group. Foucault 
and the others joined former prisoners. That was a tremendous 
contribution, with tensions, power relations, it wasn't easy, it was 
necessary each time... There were, I was saying earlier, reactions of 
panic from people who lined up at the prison gates because they didn't 
want a story. But when the former prisoners spoke, [58:00] there were 
tensions between them, there were power relations -- that already 
proved Foucault right! -- there were power relations everywhere. 
There was a prisoner who arrived, he arrived first. 


Good. He had a prestige -- and Foucault had his prisoner [Laughs], at 
the same time, it was all the big parade -- there was the prisoner... the 
philosophy department had its worker 


[Laughs] and there was the prisoner to Foucault. And when the 
second prisoner arrived, he was 
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jealous of the first! So there were conversations between them that 
were very, very curious: they stared at each other and then things 
weren't going well; they said “how much did you make? » and then 
the other one said « I did eight years », « where? », « Melun », and 
then the other one despised him because the first one, he had done 15 
years and then in the harder centrals, there was a question of the 
hardness of the [59:00] houses of the prisons all that -- so there were 
small outbreaks. And Foucault knew all that very well, he arranged 
everything. But it was very tiring. New transversal report with a new 
group, the former prisoners, and then seek the lawyers, the 
magistrates. So in the magistrates’ union, the network moved, each 


time with power relations, power relations, all that. We had to 
overflow at one point, there were movements in neighboring 
countries; and then overflow into the provinces. And it was not 
necessary to restore a pyramidal organization. How to do ? How to do, 
for example, so that the GIP in Lyon is absolutely master of its 
initiatives, to collect the money, that made a fourth group, which was 
going to give money, [60:00] the brochures, to make brochures, all 
that. And above all, let the prisoners speak. It's not easy to pick up the 
prisoners in the prisons so that the prisoners can talk, it's not easy at 
all. 


What were these types of goals? It was, well, all that, there was an 
inspiration from Foucault, who then did the investigation groups on 
asylums, psychiatric asylums, psychiatric hospitals. It all developed. 
And I believe, I make the hypothesis that one of the reasons for the 
silence, for the kind of dejection, of the loss of hope that Foucault had, 
later, much later, was what we can call the failure of this movement, 
by calling the failure of this movement the fact that around 71-72 
many people had the impression that something was going to change 


[61:00] the pressure had been so great that something was about to 
change in the prison system. And then afterwards, it was part of after 
68, when the lid closed, it was, it was... there were changes, we can't 
say that there weren't had no changes. I think there were a lot more 
than Foucault thought, but Foucault, who would have liked there to 
have been even more, was quite dejected by what he considered, in 
my opinion to wrong, like a failure. 


The fact remains that at one point, well, I would add -- you'll see 
where I'm coming from -- all that at one point, well, it was necessary, 
there was a keen interest, to make a link with the American 
movements . This GIP network had to develop, push literally [62:00] a 
kind of transversality, always a kind of transversality relationship, 
towards America. What happened? This is where I find spontaneist 
metaphors -- it happened almost all by itself -- here comes the 
appearance: Genet. Here comes Jean Genet. Jean Genet who was very 
close to the Black Panthers, who had on his side -- who was not an 
intellectual thinking about prisons -- but who had a notorious and 
solid experience as a prisoner. It happens in there, very well. And he 
plays his role there, this kind of hinge role, and Jean Genet does not 
act in the GIP as an author [63:00] 


prestigious or intellectual -- no doubt there was prestige, obviously -- 
but he is active and insofar as he is active and not as an intellectual, it 
is as an intermediary with the Black Panthers . Well, what does all this 


mean? 


I want to come to this: there are three practical problems of the here- 
now, and without this long parenthesis on the GIP, I could not identify 
the three problems. It seems to me that there are three practical 
problems with everything here and now. It is: what new type of 
struggles, if there are any, what new type of resistance to power? 
[64:00] You will say to me, "but you are talking about resistance to 
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power before talking about power". Yes, it doesn't matter. There are 
centers of power, there are centers of resistance to power, and centers 
of resistance to power are centers of power. It's obvious. Good. When I 
say resistance to power I also mean power. So: such a new type of life. 
Today, here and now, whatever the era, it may very well be that I 
answer myself: the time, it is not famous, no new type of fight in sight. 


Second question: is there a particular role today, here and now, which 
would be that of the intellectual? [Pause] [65:00] Is there one more 
question? Ah, maybe, but what would that be, the other question? 
Maybe there is another question. Here and now, what does it mean to 
be a subject? Maybe, maybe not. Why do I say it's the three questions? 


Let me go slowly. 


First, if you look closely at these three questions, I would say: one 
obviously concerns power: “what new type of struggles today? ". 
[Pause] The second obviously concerns knowledge: [Pause] [66:00] 
“what is the role of the intellectual”, a particular role? 


Maybe he doesn't have a special role, but that's the practical matter of 
knowing. The third question, what would it be if there is a third 
question? Well, all that is not in Foucault's head, any more than May 
68 is in the heads of intellectuals. What is it then ? 


We have to go back a long time, it's part of our history. What is part of 
our history, I believe -- I'm doing a very brief history here, but... -- is 
that everything starts to move, from and around 1950. Depending on 
what? According to the experience and the Yugoslav rupture. [67:00] 
This is the great date of the first questioning, it seems to me, ina 
communist country of centralism, what presented itself at that time as 
the experience of Yugoslav self-management, with a theoretician - 


practitioner: [Milovan] Djilas who, at that time, is a companion of 
[Josip Broz] Tito, and whom Tito was to put in prison later. It was the 
Yugoslav rupture that was a great detonator. And starting from the 
Yugoslav rupture, the question which was undoubtedly underlying 
burst in the form: a new policy [68:00] not centralized, and the 
chance, in capitalist countries, to found struggles of a new kind. The 
theme of transversality begins to emerge after 1950. 


And if the focus of departure -- well, of big departure -- was the 
Yugoslav experience, by what paths did it spread? It did not swarm by 
a movement from top to bottom; it has spread by networks, by broken 
lines. It went through Italy, and the reinterpretation of Marxism by 
the Italians, in particular by an Italian, we will see -- because it's quite 
linked to Foucault all that -- by an Italian who I believe is very 
important who is called [Mario] Tronti, T-R-O-N-T-I, [69:00] who was 
a member of the communist party and who attempted a 
reinterpretation of Marxism according to Italian conditions. What 
were the Italian conditions? Italian economic conditions were very 
different from Yugoslav conditions, but the existence of a kind of dual 
market in the Italian economy, of a black sector, temporary work, 
black work etc. which had taken in Italy, very early, a kind of 
institutional form, was fundamental for the formation of a theme of 
autonomy. [Deleuze develops these political perspectives briefly in 
Foucault, pp. 96 and especially 123, and more extensively later in this 
seminar, notably sessions 19, 15 April 1986, 23 (at which 
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participates Félix Guattari), May 13, 1986, and 24 (in which Eric 
Alliez intervenes), May 20, 1986] 


And autonomy, the theme of autonomy, started from Tronti [70:00] 
which was also crossed by the idea of a new form of non-centralized 
struggle. Yet from the start, this theme of transversal struggles, of non- 
centralized struggles, inspired by Yugoslav self-management, then by 
Italian autonomy, was mixed up with a more confused, more difficult 
question, which was something like: towards a new subjectivity. Are 
we subject in the same way as 40, 50 years ago? What does it mean to 
be subject? Can we try to get free [71:00] 


centralization without being subject in a new way, without there 
being a new style of subjectivity? And Tronti went very far in 
reintroducing a new subjectivity into Marxism. And for him, Marxism 


was the promotion of a new subjectivity. There was obviously a 
certain connection with the Frankfurt School through Tronti. It's all 
very thorough. 


But at the same time as in Italy -- and one moreover influencing the 
other, it was reciprocal -- 


around Sartre in France, around Sartre in France, the theme of 
"towards a new working class" was formed, in particular with someone 
close to Sartre, someone close to Sartre [72:00], one of whose 
pseudonyms was [André] Gorz. And with Gorz arose "towards a new 
working class", a double meaning of new struggles, new forms of 
struggle and resistance to power and a new subjectivity. And in France 
itself, other groups before 68 developed these questions, this triple 
question: new forms of struggle, new role of the intellectual, new 
subjectivity. It was the three poles, it seems to me, the three great 
poles of what revolves around '68, of what will explode in '68. And 
again, these are only theoretical questions if you see that they do not 
expect theoretical answers, that they are practically done. [73:00] 
They practically took shape in the story. 


And in France, it will also be the three questions - - dosed differently, 
it was very subtle, the groups already hated each other within 
themselves - so there was Sartre, but there was also "Socialisme et 
Barbarie" which turned everything quite around these three questions; 
there was also Situationism; finally there were the dissidents of the 
PCF, namely "The Communist Way", there was Guattari, who launched 
his theme of transversality and who was already launching his theme 
of a micro-politics of desire. There will obviously be an echo in 
Foucault when Foucault launches his theme of a micro-physics of 
power. See how precisely the non-centralized transversal struggles 
[74:00] bring out a kind of element, which will have to be analysed, 
but microphysical, or microlitic, these transversal relationships 
between restricted groups. 


So I want to come to this: the three questions answer enough to the 
three famous Kantian questions, all things considered. The three 
Kantian questions are: What can I know? What should I do?... What 
can I know? Critique of practical reason... uh, sorry, Critique of pure 
reason. [75:00] What should I do? Critique of practical reason. 


What can I expect? There, you have to admire the insight of Kant 
when he thought that these were the three fundamental questions 
since so many years later we see... What should I do? 


that is to say, what are the new types of struggles today? What are the 
new sources of resistance to power? ; What can I know or know? that 
is to say, what is the role of the intellectual? What can I hope for: that 
is, “is there a new subjectivity? Maybe 
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do you feel that my third axis, it is [76:00] planted there: it is planted 
in there, it is growing on this terrain. So what will Foucault do? 


It is in no way diminishing, I believe, the depth of his originality to 
say: Foucault is in this respect the last to have taken up all of these 
questions to bring them to a point where they had not been brought. 
But these questions, they have their origin from 1950, and they cross 
both Italian and Yugoslav Marxism, Sartrean circles, May 68 circles. 


Foucault will give them an echo after 68 and perhaps, on the first 
question (new types of struggles), he will not bring — he will make 
a..., he will express this theme in a very strong way -- 


but perhaps it will not bring [77:00] a very radical novelty, and its 
novelty will have been much more to have made it practical, that is to 
say to have constituted the GIP in the mode of a new type of struggle. 
But the new type of struggle, transversality, transversal struggles, etc., 
which Foucault at the end of his life will do again, will again 
recapitulate the main characteristics, I believe that it is not the newest 
in him. 


On the other hand, the two other questions — which we are going to 
[indistinct words] — the two other questions namely, is there a new 
role for the intellectual that he will renew, by proposing the following 
scheme which has, he seems to me, great historical value, "we're done 
[78:00] 


with the time when the intellectual was the guardian of values”. 
[Pause] In fact, we had not finished because we had to wake up, had 
to resuscitate the old figure of the intellectual guardian of values in 
the form of the intellectual guardian of human rights. But Foucault 
could think at a certain moment that this figure of the intellectual was 
gone. And he opposed to this old figure of the intellectual, the so- 
called universal intellectual, to the universal intellectual, he opposed 
what he called 


“the specific intellectual”, or what we could just as well call “the 


singular intellectual”, if you have retained [79:00] the theme of 
singularity in Foucault. It was no longer in the name of his 
universality that the intellectual acted. It was in the name of its 
specificity or its singularity. 


What does that mean? Well, indeed, if you ask — it is not at all 
contemptible in such and such times — if you ask, when does the 
intellectual begin to be a bearer of the universal? There, we would 
have to do history very, very well and very closely, and I don't know, 
can we already say that about the Renaissance? That the Renaissance 
intellectual carries a kind of universality? I don't know, because 
universality is first and foremost Catholicism. So is the Catholic 
intellectual, is the Catholic cleric already a [80:00] figure of the 
intellectual of the universal? Maybe, I don't know, it's too 
complicated, but anyway... 


In the 18th century, if you take the resounding interventions of 
Voltaire in politics, there is something there like an intellectual 
carrying universality. He meddles in legal affairs in the name of what? 
Of the Enlightenment, of justice... the Enlightenment... If I take a big 
leap in history, I jump to [Emile] Zola, in his famous intervention for 
the Dreyfus affair, introduces himself explicitly -- it is where perhaps 
the very term intellectual as such appears for the first time -- the 
"Manifesto of the Intellectuals" in favor of Dreyfus is typically a 
manifesto where the intellectual presents himself [81:00] as guardian 
of the values of universality, namely: no national reason can justify a 
false judgment, trafficking in evidence, etc. It is in the name of the 
universal that the military are denounced. 
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But it would be necessary to follow, if I take again those who had a 
great intellectual role, André Gide, when André Gide denounces the 
conditions of a jury in a famous trial at the time, the conditions of 
justice, when he denounces the conditions of colonial work, it is 
interventions [82:00] by great intellectuals and which have a great 
impact, which will never be forgiven Gide for his homosexuality, he 
would have been forgiven a thousand times over at the time, but the 
history of the Congo, that was more difficult to forgive him. GOOD. 


And then, more recently Sartre. Sartre, it is not wrong to say as we 
have said, and there is nothing hostile about it, to say that in Sartre 
there was something relatively close to Voltaire, or to Zola, that the 


courage to this man has moved on to, again perhaps... there was... 
perhaps at the level of Sartre, there were both: the birth of a new role 
for the intellectual and the maintenance and culmination of the old 
figure of the intellectual guardian of universal values. [83:00] But in 
Foucault's analysis, there is a moment when he is at the level of the 
atomic bomb, when physicists intervened against the atomic bomb. 
They did, indeed, a very curious act. It was not in the name of 
universal values, it was in the name of their specific situation, to 
them, the physicists. "We who know what we are talking about, we 
tell you that...". The intellectual did not refer to values, justice, etc., 
but he referred to his specific situation, namely: "we who made this 
bomb, we who made this bomb, we know [84:00] that ... and this is 
what we are hiding from you". It is from his singular situation... the 
typical case, although relatively late, is [Robert] Oppenheimer, the 
atomic physicist Oppenheimer, who spoke from the background of the 
laboratory where he was, in the name of the laboratory where he was, 
it was a whole new figure of the intellectual that Foucault very, very 
well brought out. 


And if Genet was going to talk about prisons, it was not in the name of 
law and eternal values. It wasn't in the name... It was in the name of 
his unique experience, Jean Genet, who could relate to the unique 
experience of the Black Panthers in America, [85:00] who could relate 
to the singular experience of the French in prison at a time when 
Genet had been imprisoned, etc. 


It was in the name of singularity, of his own singularity as an 
intellectual, that the intellectual was going to be able to speak. Ina 
way, it would never again be in the name of rights, even if they were 
human rights; it would always be in the name of life, and of a singular 
life. 


[Pause] So I really believe that with Foucault, the three questions 
came together. They have come together as if for the last time now, 
not for the last time forever, but the weather is very bad today, so the 
questions have again disunited in a kind of night of the non-question, 
but [ 86:00] there they came together for the last time tentatively in 
Foucault's strongest way, namely...and again these were not abstract 
reflections. 


When Foucault asks, “Are there new types of struggle today? », « Is 
there a new role for the intellectual? ", "are there chances for a new 
subjectivity?", what does that prove? On the horizon of the question 
"new types of struggle", there is the experience of GIP On the horizon 
of "Are there any chances for a new subjectivity?", there is surely the 


attraction he felt for American communities, the interest he felt for 
forms, at the same time, sometimes solitary forms, sometimes 
community forms, where he marked very well [87:00] that for him, in 
fact, the problem of the formation of a new subjectivity, concretely, 
was a way of evade identification. 
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evading identification was as much about communal ways as it was 
about group subjectivities, especially American groups. Do the 
American groups today work out... -- You know, the things that are 
worked out, they work out in mediocrity, nullity as well as greatness, 
it's always, as the saying goes. the other [probably, Brisset], it's still 
also crap [Laughs]... — Well, is it in the American communities, is it in 
the German communities today, is- What is a new form of subjectivity 
developing? It is very clever whoever would answer. In any case, you 
have to... 


and there too these are not theoretical questions, you have to go and 
see, you have to go and see; [88:00] 


to Americans, it is not easy. 


So it may very well be that, in his very life, Foucault passed from one 
question to another, that he discovered practical questions very late in 
life: the new subjectivities -- he had to understand this at his way, and 
I believe he understood this most deeply -- the need for a new 
situation of intellectuals. Whence the very ambiguous relations of 
Foucault and Sartre, the very ambiguous relations. I mean, they were 
very good, these reports, Foucault certainly had a great admiration for 
Sartre but no affinity with Sartre's thought; he had a very great 
affinity, as we will see later, I believe, with Heidegger, but not with 
Sartre; and that doesn't prevent him from having great respect for 
Sartre, and then, [89:00] it was very good between them. But the 
ambiguity, it came from the fact that Foucault considered that Sartre 
was the last figure of the intellectual, and that Foucault personally had 
to live as -- 


insofar as he took himself for an intellectual, or accepted to take 
himself for an intellectual -- Foucault had to live under another image, 
not better, but something else. 


[ Pause recording] [1:29:28] 


Part 3 


... I suppose he does not mean “according to oneself”, according to 
oneself as an individual, according to oneself as a person. No. I can 
consider that I embody singularities, but singularities, I only ever 
embody them. Uh... so I embody a small batch of singularities, we're 
all like that, huh? What does subject mean? No doubt that a subject is 
an incarnation of singularities. So, this is already where I would like 
you to feel that the third axis, [90:00] which will reveal itself much 
later for us, but it is already there. This axis of subjectivation... how 
uh... it is in the process of... and yet we are very far from it. From 
where, finally, now, we are as if ready, from then on you see that 
what I come back to saying is that the only historical continuity that 
would go from past times to now, what is it? This is the practice, in 
what sense? Practice of struggle, practice of knowledge, practice of 
subjectivity. This is what establishes the correlation between historical 
formations and the here-and-now. 


Because, after all, we can say to ourselves, all of a sudden, when we 
asked the question of the here-now, we can say to ourselves: [91:00] 
but hasn't history been perpetually made by transversal struggles? 
Wasn't history perpetually a fabric, a network of transversal struggles, 
before these struggles were centralized? Didn't it all turn out that 
way? Hasn't centralism each time come to cover, cover with its 
pyramid and suffocate everything that had been rich and what had 
been created in a form of transversality, in a transversal form? I don't 
wish to convince you, I'm just saying that, like this... 
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There, I have no sympathy for the surrealist movement and I have no 
sympathy for Surrealism because I see in it a dirty centralized 
organization, with tribunal, excommunication, etc. [92:00] What had 
happened before? Can we see the succession very well? There had 
been Dada, there had been Dadaism, and Dadaism is a network. 
Dadaism is a transversal network that affects all countries, all 
countries, from Europe... from Eastern Europe to America, uh... 
Dadaism will cross the whole world precisely because it is not 
centralized. And what does André Breton do? Those who love André 
Breton, you correct yourself, huh! What is he doing, André Breton? He 
restores order. He restores order, and he does a national thing, a very 
French thing. Surrealism smells of French. And he sets up his courts, 


and he launches his excommunications, and he puts everybody to 
forced labor, [93:00] namely the automatic writing pages and the 
little stupid games... and all that. Good. He restores order, and he 
makes it a French centralism. Good: Dada will not get over it, I mean, 
there, if there is a politics in art or in literature, you can take this 
example because it was really a political struggle. It was a political 
struggle, namely: Dada absolutely had itself eaten, devoured, Dada 
was no longer possible because of the reorganization brought about by 
surrealism. 


Well, if that is indeed so, we can say so, but, after all, it does not date 
from 68, the transversal struggles. So, let's take a big leap into history. 
This is what Foucault, moreover, foresaw very strongly: at the time of 
the Reformation, but before Luther made his own Surrealism, that is 
to say made his recentralisation, [94:00] the struggles of the Reform 
were, but at the level of the peasantry as well, before he made his 
reform supported by the Lords, there were all kinds of movements of 
transversal struggles involving the people of the cities, the people of 
the countryside and so on. , and the period of the Reformation was a 
very, very great moment of transversal struggles. So, finally, perhaps 
we would discover that the three questions: the new types of struggle, 
the situation of the intellectual, the new modes of subjectivity, but, 
have not ceased to be made in the history, and that is the true 
continuity of history, but only practice is the continuity of history. 


So, by virtue of all this, we can say to ourselves, therefore, it gives us 
the necessary precautions 


[95:00] to be able to ask the question: well then, what are the 
principles of power in general? There is no longer any risk, in fact, of 
falling into responses by centralization. What I tried to... to... how do 
you say... to chase the devil out there, what's the word? 


Lucien Gouty: To exorcise. 


Deleuze: To exorcise! What I tried to exorcise here is an answer to 
“what is power? which would be a central response. To the question 
“what is power? “, can only be suitable for a transversal response that 
breaks up power in a multiplicity of foci. So what will it be? Are there 
principles of this multiplicity? The power... 


[ Pause recording] [1:35:52] 


...on Rivière, on Pierre Rivière, who had slaughtered his family... 
[96:00] How did he distribute what comes down to the notebook -- 


written or sound image -- and the crime itself - - visual image? That, 
there, there would be a relationship between the statement and the 
visibility and knowing if there is a place where to find an original 
solution, once said that the very original solutions have been found at 
the 
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cinema to account for these relationships between the visible and the 
stated. Especially since, in the case of the murder of Pierre Riviére, of 
the murders committed by Pierre Riviére, the notebook in which he 
tells his whole story has a very mobile role, sometimes conceived as 
coming after the crime, sometimes as coming before, etc., it raises all 
kinds of questions. So for the problem of seeing-speaking 
relationships, I am very interested [97:00] in reviewing the film on 
the basis of: how did [René] Allio cinematically deal with these 
relationships between seeing and knowing? -- But you must not be too 
numerous because there would be no more room. 


Student: That's how it is... [Inaudible] 


Deleuze: That's how it is, so you can be very numerous. -- Well, we 
continue, but I believe that all of the above was absolutely essential as 
a practice, already, and a practice of power. 


And now, then, we act as if we were coming back to the question: 
principles, what are... What is power? Well, if there are principles, 
they will obviously be principles of practice. But if there are 
principles, what is the principle that Foucault constantly recalls? Well, 
it is, oddly, that in Foucault's texts, there is no long study at the level 
of principles, I was telling you. If you want to [98:00] get your 
bearings, there are a few pages at the beginning... two or three pages 
that go very quickly, at the beginning of Discipline and Punish, page 
30-33, it doesn't go far, at the level of principles, I say, and, in The 
Will to Know, pages 108..., it's a bit longer there, 108-112. That is to 
say that..., well, we are going to do the opposite, we are going to 
decenter a little, but only in the idea that it is good to be clearer, and 
we are going, on the contrary, to stick long enough to this question of 
the principles under which one can think of power. [ See Deleuze's 
commentary in Foucault, “A new cartographer”, p. 32: while in 
Discipline and Punish, “it only suggests the abandonment of a certain 
number of postulates which have marked the traditional position of 
the left, we will have to wait for The Will to Know for a more detailed 


exposition” ] 


Now the greatest of these principles in Foucault, it seems to me, he 
will recall it all the time in his concrete analyses, is: one must not 
[99:00] start from large ensembles. You don't have to start with large 
groups. What are large ensembles? Well, in the modern world, it is, 
for example, the big institutions. You immediately see what that 
means: to evaluate power, one must not start from large ready-made 
institutions, of the type: the State, the law, the classes. Finally 
Foucault is the only one to have made a leftist theory of power, I 
believe. He is not the only one to have proposed it, but to have done 
it... Well, we must not start from large ensembles, why? Undoubtedly 
because large ensembles give themselves ready-made, [100:00] what 
needs to be shown, and the genesis and the exercise. The law, the 
state, the classes are already entities, how to say, much too big. This 
immediately explains his call for a -- from the start of Discipline and 
Punish -- a microphysics. Once said that microphysics was to say, in 
the field of physical science, that, beyond large sets, large sets being 
statistical -- if I give a very rough summary of microphysics -- well, 
beyond the [101:00] large sets which were statistical sets, it was 
necessary to reach and constitute a science of particle molecules. 
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What, then, are corpuscles? Power must be grasped at the level of 
molecules and corpuscles and not at the level of large institutions. 
This is what it means above all 


“microphysics of power”. It means something very simple in 
appearance, but what is this molecular power? The state, the classes, 
the law, these are powers that we would call molar. Well no. To seize 
the power, you have to go to the molecules. It's a metaphor. Good. [ 
The] Will to Know, [102:00] p.120 [ p. 121]: "The analysis, in terms 
of power, must not postulate, as initial data, the sovereignty of the 
State, the form of the law or the global unity of a domination" -- in 
other words In other words, the theory of power must be local and not 
global, it must be molecular and not statistical -- "these" -- the 
sovereignty of the state, the form of law or the global unity of a 
domination — “are only terminal forms of it”. It is not that there is no 
state, it is not that there is no law, it is that these are statistical 
expressions of one agitation of another. nature. Power is a molecular 
agitation before being a statistical organization. Hence -- again, I am 
only [103:00] justifying the term "microphysics of power" -- but, if the 


word 


"microphysics" must be taken seriously, it is because we will find there 
the great microphysical unit, namely: wave, corpuscle. Power is not a 
matter of large ensembles, it is a matter of waves and corpuscles. 
There are waves and political corpuscles. As a result, it must remind 
us of something or someone that Foucault, however, never talks 
about. 


I tell a story; today, it will be..., it will help... a recovery, that is to say 
a series of stories. I tell a story. At the end of the 19th [104:00] and 
the beginning of the 20th century, two sociologists oppose each other 
in an inexpiable war. Devil ! If I say that, it's because it's literally true. 
It is that we must believe that there was not only the question of 
knowledge, but the question of power. One will be crushed by the 
other, but, as always, the crushed one is the best. 


It's... it's about [Emile] Durkheim, the great Durkheim, and Gabriel 
Tarde. And Gabriel Tarde is the founder of microsociology which will 
disappear from France and which will go to America, where it returns 
to France, by way of America, without it being known that America 
was only giving us back what she had taken us. O pain! [Laughs] 
[105:00] 


Well, what was going on between Durkheim and Tarde? Here again, I 
believe that this parenthesis is necessary. When I say Durkheim 
crushed Tarde, it was a real war, and it was a conquest that made 
Durkheim win, conquest of primary education, secular morality and 
conquest of the university. The deans were Durkheimians. I mean, 
statistically, the number of deans of faculties who were Durkheimians, 
to believe that..., they were great state clerks. Tarde, he was not an 
academic by training, he was a justice of the peace, uh... 


Fortunately he had been taken in by the College de France -- there was 
very strong opposition, at that time, Sorbonne-Collége de France 
[106:00] -- he was doing his classes, which must have been marvelous 
classes, but, uh..., well, his influence... his non-Durkheimian disciples 
were massacred, to the point that they fell back on the law and, very 
oddly -- Iam full of anecdotes today -- very oddly the disciples of 
Tarde were very important in the formation of European movements 
and also in legal disciplines, for example, a very great jurist who was 
called [Maurice] Hauriou, not a recent Hauriou, but the father of the 
recent Hauriou 


[André], old Hauriou... old Hauriou... who was very important at the 


time of the Matignon agreements [1936], who had political 
influence..., was a direct disciple of Tarde. 


And it was in two directions, Tarde, on the side of the Matignon 
agreements and on the side of Europe, very bizarre. He was a 
federalist, he announced a federal Europe... well, very, very strange, 
very 
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curious. [107:00] Never mind! [ What complicates this anecdote are 
several factual details: the historical event indicated by “the Matignon 
agreements” under the Popular Front took place in June 1936; Gabriel 
Tarde died in 1904, but certainly was able to know and influence 
Maurice Hauriou, jurist and professor of law, who died in 1929. The 
son, André Hauriou, leftist who was 39 years old in 1936, could have 
participated in the Accords. As Deleuze concludes, 


"never mind"! ] 


But, all that to say that: what was he doing, Durkheim? If there was a 
sociology of large ensembles, this is it. And how did Durkheim found 
sociology as a science? He said: it's quite simple, there are two kinds 
of representations. There is individual representation, that's the 
business of psychology, which is worthless, moreover, uh... and then 
there are collective representations. The two differ in nature. 
Collective representations are not of the same nature as individual 
representations. Sociology is the science of collective representations. 
Good. I'm simplifying a lot. But the notion of collective representation 
is fundamental to [Durkheim]. I can say that it is typically molar 
sociology. It is sociology of the big picture. And it was wonderful, 
Durkheim's sociology is very beautiful, well [108:00] for those who 
like it. 


Tarde, what was he saying? Tarde, he said: well yes, it's very good 
what he says, Durkheim, it's very interesting, but after all, these 
collective performances, these large ensembles, all the same, they are 
not born ready-made, from where does something like that come 
from? So, there, Durkheim went into a rage, the question “where does 
it come from? didn't have to be asked, maybe he was right. But, Tarde 
came back to the charge, he said: no, no, you know, everything that is 
done socially does not presuppose large ensembles, there is always... 
What is there? always ? Well, under the big ensembles, there are, 
there are currents of imitation, and then there are moments of 


invention. And then he said: you see, what interests me is the way in 
which a ministry employee [109:00] makes his initials. There is a 
moment, for example, there is a time when things change, the type of 
initials of a ministry employee, and he says: that's good, Tarde, it's a 
little thing, a little social invention. Society is formed by currents of 
imitation and movements of invention, and it is always small 
imitations and small inventions. You see, I'm not even doing theory 
here, I'm telling you what interested Tarde. 


You will say to me: well, what is all that? 


On this falls the inexorable judgment of Durkheim and the 
Durkheimians which is: “Death to Tarde! He wants to bring sociology 
back to a psychology”. [110:00] Indeed, he wants to explain collective 
representations, that is to say social phenomena, by imitations and 
inventions. That is to say: he wants to explain the social by the 
individual; one individual imitates another, one individual invents. 
You see ? Tarde never got over it in France. And yet... 


and yet Tarde was saying something that had absolutely nothing to do 
with what Durkheim made him say because, with Tarde, social 
imitation does not go from one individual to another individual and 
social invention does not depend on ‘an individual. So what does he 
call imitation [111:00] 


and invention? This is where it gets very beautiful. But you 
understand, you have to... Good, well, no matter how much he said it, 
repeated it, nothing would help: we would always make him say: the 
social is explained by the psychological. There are misinterpretations 
that cannot be corrected. It's sad huh? It's sad. He was very sad, Tarde. 
So what did he mean? He meant this, he meant: imitation is a wave or 
a current of propagation. It is a propagation current. 
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Well, let's accept, we can vaguely understand, we'll see what happens. 
[112:00] This is a propagation wave. What is invention? Invention is 
an encounter between two different imitative currents. Good. 
Invention always takes place at the crossroads of two orders. 


So imitation is any wave of propagation, invention is the meeting 
point between two currents, two waves of propagation. So, obviously, 
the question... That's still nothing. The question that becomes serious 
is: okay, but between what and what is the imitation? Where does the 


current of propagation go, where does it start? Where is he going ? 
And we are waiting for him there, and Durkheim says to him: “Well, 
you see, [113:00] it goes from one individual to another individual, so 
you are doing psychology. You may say: imitation is a current of 
propagation, this current of propagation can only go from one 
individual to another individual, since you reject collective 
representations. 


Now, Tarde said this: a current of imitation or propagation does not 
go from one individual to another individual. It goes from where to 
where? It goes from a state of belief to a state of belief or from a state 
of desire to a state of desire. What propagates is belief or desire. 
[114:00] You see where I'm coming from. It is not a question of doing 
a sociology of representation, it is a question of doing a sociology of 
what there is under the representations and what the representations 
suppose; and what representation presupposes is belief and desire. 
And a representation does not propagate, that is why Durkheim has to 
give it to himself ready-made. But beliefs and desires are inseparable 
from waves of propagation and to do real sociology, that is to say 
microsociology, to do microsociology is to study the waves of 
propagation of beliefs or of desires that run through a social field. It 
becomes a very big idea that has nothing to do with psychology, but 
does have to do with microsociology. Beliefs and desires are the social 
corpuscles. 


You see the strength of the criticism against [115:00] Durkheim: 
Durkheim sticks to the representations, he does not see what is under 
the representation. What there is under the representation... The 
representation is a large whole, it is a molar instance. Under the 
representations, there are the corpuscles of belief and desire and the 
corpuscles of belief and desire are inseparable from waves of 
propagation and the wave of propagation of belief and desire is 
imitation. So it's secondarily, we can say that the believer imitates 
someone, it's conversion. Someone converts to Christianity at the first 
moments of the Church, that means that Christianity as a belief, that 
is to say as a molecule, as a social particle, spreads [116:00] following 
a wave of propagation . That's impersonation. And invention will be 
the formation of a new desire at the meeting point of two currents of 
propagation of belief or desire, or the formation of a new belief. 


I won't say more because it would be... I dream of doing a course on 
Tarde for a year, but... It's very beautiful, very beautiful, Tarde. This is 
real microsociology, which is to say the Americans, they never 
reached that point of non-psychology. Yes, only Tarde knew how to 
maintain a microsociology without the slightest... with his history, 


there, some... especially his great theme, it is in particular: 
representations are never quantifiable whereas there is a social 
quantification of beliefs and desires, and he makes a great theory of 
quantification [117:00] 


which engages a whole logic, and he also says: up to me, he says... he 
redoes everything then, starting from his microsociology, because he 
will reproach logic for being a logic of representation , instead of 
being, as it should have been, a logic of belief and desire, 
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but only, if logic becomes a logic of belief and of desire, then new 
quantifiers must be introduced into logic. And he outlines an 
astonishing logic of belief and desire. 


So that is to say the importance... Now, there, I believe -- I don't want 
to say at all that there was any influence -- that there is often in 
Foucault a real "Tardian" tone. I would say to the letter that, you see, 
imitation and invention in Tarde correspond entirely -- you cannot 
understand what I mean until a little later -- correspond entirely to 
what Foucault calls "power relationships". Because, I say right away, 
to avoid any misinterpretation, for Foucault [118:00] -- and he is 
formal in this respect -- the balance of power has nothing to do with 
violence; in other words, they cannot be reduced, they cannot be 
reduced to violence. 


They have a completely different nature. Why call them “power 
relations” since they cannot be explained by violence? We'll see, we'll 
see why, precisely that's the balance of power, something that exceeds 
violence on all sides, but, you understand that, if the balance of power 
exceeds violence, I can very well say: the imitation is a balance of 
power, invention is a balance of power, that's obvious. It's obvious. 
Imitation implies a balance of power between what imitates and what 
is imitated. Invention implies a balance of power between the currents 
against which the invention is made, etc. GOOD. 


And I say that, very often, the tone [119:00] of Foucault is strangely 
reminiscent of Tarde. Foucault has an extraordinary taste, for 
example, for what he himself calls..., once..., there is a passage from 
Discipline and Punish where he talks about..., small social inventions, 
and he says: the prison car, we never talk about it, he says, but it's a 
funny little invention. Obviously we are talking about the blast 
furnace, we are talking about big technical inventions and we are not 


talking about small social inventions. That, I have the feeling that... I 
don't know if Foucault knew Tarde, I think he must have known him, 
but, even if he didn't know him, it's an astonishing encounter. 
Because, there, it's almost literally a text that would be signed by... 
The prison car as a small social invention, as opposed to big technical 
inventions, well it's, it's pure Tarde. So all this just as a starting point. 


You see: the relations of force are [120:00] molecular relations, micro- 
relations between elements that function like corpora. Well, that's 
what we're going to have to deal with. 


So, trying to properly classify Foucault's texts, I would say that, 
starting from there, his microphysics of power is presented under... or 
we could abstract six principles from it. Six. It's a lot. And these six 
principles are so many denunciations of what he considers to be 
postulates in the classical theories of power. So we could identify six 
postulates denounced by Foucault. Let's go. -- Ah, I thought it was a 
watch... it's a... [121:00] you see, I thought it was a bracelet... that's a 
mistake, thank you a lot. - 


First: we would call this the postulate of property. Foucault tells us: 
political theories act as if power were the property of something or 
someone. But power is no one's property. Ownership of what? Well, 
for example, even the Marxists, on the face of it anyway, they make 
power the property of the ruling class. Monitor and punish, p.31: 


“The study of this microphysics [122:00] supposes that the power that 
is exercised there is not conceived as a property, but as a strategy. 
“This is the first time that we 
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we encounter this word which will take on greater and greater 
importance in Foucault. Power is not a property, but a strategy. 


In other words, there is an absolute functionalism of power. Power 
cannot be possessed, it is not a property, it is exercised. He practices. 
It never possesses itself, it is not a property. If you have already 
understood everything we have said, it should not surprise you, 
because - 


even if it means getting ahead, [123:00] if it is true that power is 
fundamentally relation - relation, it cannot be a property. A report is 
not a property. If power is relation and if we take seriously the 


expression "relation of forces", and if we say "power is the very 
relation", it cannot even be a property of a supposedly dominant class. 
It is exercised, i.e. power is a strategy. Strategy... Good, good, good. 
Strategy, strategy... What should this new word make us think? But 
that we will have to be very careful and that, in particular, we will 
have to not confuse strategy and stratum. [124:00] Because 
knowledge refers to strata and stratifications, but power refers to 
strategies. 


Moreover, the strategy appears where there is no stratification, where 
there is no property. The sedimentary layers, they can be possessed, 
the power, it is not possessed, it is exercised. And how to define... how 
will Foucault define strategy? "Countless points of clashes, countless 
points of clashes, hotbeds of instability". It's forced, but it's not 
"hotbeds of instability" for fun to show off, it's that, in the micrological 
domain, in the microphysical domain, [125:00] there is no balance; by 
nature, it is a domain that repudiates balance. The strata are in 
equilibrium, the non-stratified is never in equilibrium. There is no 
corpuscular balance. There is no wave balance. There is no 
microphysical balance. There is no stability. There is only statistical 
stability, that is to say, the stable is the great whole. The great sets, 
yes, are possessed, but you can guess that, the power, it is 
fundamentally diffuse, fluent, unstable, at the level of microphysics. 


It doesn't mean that at the level of the big sets... so understand: at the 
level of the big sets, of course it is possessed, of course it is stable, of 
course it is in equilibrium. [126:00] 


But that is not the source of power. That's not it, you have to arrive, 
there, at this microphysical layer which does not allow itself to be 
sedimented, which is pure strategy and not stratum, innumerable 
points of confrontation, hotbeds of instability, what is it? are these 
innumerable points of confrontation, these hotbeds of instability? This 
is what we saw previously, it is singularities, it is not psychological 
individuals. Tarde would say: but, it is quantities of belief and desire, 
it is corpuscles of belief and desire which are fundamentally unstable, 
fluent, caught on waves, etc. Countless points of confrontation, 
hotbeds of instability, in other words: power relations are relations 
between singularities. These are the waves of singularities, [127:00] 
exactly as microphysics speaks to us of corpuscular waves, that is to 
say of waves which pilot a corpuscle, well, the relations of forces pilot 
singularities. 


But you haven't... you haven't done anything yet, if you stick to the 
large ensembles that this microphysics will form. There is no question 


of saying that large sets do not exist, large sets will effectively be 
constituted by this microphysics, in other words microphysics 
constitutes macrophysics. The big sets, well, they are nothing 
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other than facts composed of these corpuscles and these waves, 
[Pause] [128:00] but, at the same time, they stratify them, that is to 
say, they make large sets of them which we no longer consider than 
global effects. Large sets are the global effect of microphysics. Yep I'm 
fine ? Eh ? 


So I open a parenthesis again, so I won't open any more afterwards. 
There is one thing that Foucault never talks about; we're going to do a 
test, eh, we're going to do a little confirmation test by taking an 
example outside of Foucault's examples. I say to myself: Foucault 
never spoke of [129:00] primitive societies. Why did he never speak 
of so-called "primitive" societies? He never talked about it for a very 
simple reason, I believe, it's not at all because he didn't like 
ethnography, ethnology, it's because he wanted to operate on short 
and well-defined series. We have seen it. He had such a horror of 
universal history that he obviously feared that if he did not take 
examples from a well-assigned, well-determined series, he would seem 
to fall into a kind of universal vision of history. ‘history. 


But, if we don't have the same fears, we can always try, because the 
same story as between Durkheim and Tarde, if you followed it, later, I 
would like to find it in modern ethnology , because after all, the same 
stories are found. 


In modern ethnology, it is well known that primitive societies are said 
to be stateless. 


[130:00] Foucault could say: yes, they may be stateless, but they are 
not powerless. Good, but, finally, if the so-called "primitive" societies 
do not present a large whole that goes beyond them, they nevertheless 
present large wholes, what is it? These are the main lines of filiation. 
As the Marxists say, what replaces the State in primitive societies is 
kinship, well, the main lines of kinship, the main lines of filiation 
which are rightly called the main lineages. I would say that the great 
lineages in primitive societies are the basic collective representations 
or, if you prefer, the great ensembles. In modern societies, the greater 
whole is rather the State [131:00] and the law. 


Well, let's assume, that's quick to say. So. 


I notice that a work as admirable as that of [Claude] Lévi-Strauss. At 
least I'm not talking about Mythologies, because at the level of 
Mythologies maybe everything changes, Mythologies, it's a funny 
story, what... but I'm talking about Elementary Structures of kinship, 
an already old book. At the level and at the time of the Elementary 
Structures of Kinship, there is no doubt that Lévi-Strauss makes a 
structuralism based on large sets and, obviously, there are only molar 
structures. There, feel that we are at the point where we will perhaps 
be able to confirm our analyzes on the difference between Foucault 
and structuralism. Structures are basically in balance. An Imbalance 
[132:00] 


structural, well, it happens, it happens, but an imbalance is always the 
structure in question. 


Structure as structure designates a state of equilibrium. In other 
words, Lévi-Strauss says it explicitly when he affirms that 
dysfunctions, imbalances are consequences, consequences of 
something else. Good. 


Here then is Lévi-Strauss doing, at the level of primitive societies, a 
macrosociology based on the great kinship lines, the great lines of 
filiation. And what does he tell us? He tells us that there are 
relationships between [133:00] main lines of filiation. These relations 
are alliances -- of which a privileged case are marriages -- alliances, 
marriages, and which are forms 
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of exchange between a line of filiation, a line of filiation and another. 
And he finally tells us that, if we consider the totality of the exchanges 
on a sufficient social space, we will see that there is a generalized 
exchange -- this is what he [134:00] calls the generalized exchange, in 
contrast to restricted exchange where one is content with two lines, 
the ratio of two lines -- and that generalized exchange forms a closed 
cycle. Closed cycle = structure. So. 


Several ethnologists have reacted and, while saying that the work of 
Lévi-Strauss, at the level of the Elementary Structures of Kinship, was 
very..., was admirable, in the systematization of the data of ethnology, 
that, to their opinion, a primitive society had never functioned like 
this. They said, sort of, it never worked out that way. It works like 


that in the head of Lévi-Strauss, okay, but a primitive society could 
never work like that. 


You see [135:00] that those who objected to Lévi-Strauss invoked a 
functionalism, a practice: what are the effective social practices? In 
other words, it was English and American. And, in particular, one of 
the greatest ethnologists, with Lévi-Strauss, was an Englishman who 
was called, who is still called [Edmund] Leach, a very great 
ethnologist. And there happened, just as there had been a Tarde- 
Durkheim controversy, there was another Leach-Lévi-Strauss 
controversy where everyone showed a kind of genius in the art of not 
understanding what the other. [Pause recording] [2:15:47] 


Part 4 


...because in all the societies that I know, well, in all primitive 
societies, their great concern is that what happens does not look like 
an exchange. [136:00] That's his first theme: it doesn't have to look 
like an exchange, and when you talk to them about an exchange, 
they're not happy at all. For example, for them, a woman is never 
exchanged. 


A woman is either given or stolen or, sometimes, both at the same 
time. It has to be theft or the gift. But the exchange, that's not... It's a 
gift or counter-gift, it's a gift that obliges, etc., the whole well-known 
theme that Leach takes up in his own way. And you will see what he 
will get out of it. This is his first point: what Lévi-Strauss, in a certain 
way, recognized when he said: the exchange is unconscious. And the 
strength of Leach is to say: but why is it unconscious, the exchange? 
Why are they so keen... If it was [137:00] an exchange, why would 
they be so keen to hide it? It's weird, that, there is no shame in 
exchanging. 


So Lévi-Strauss would be forced to say: it is because, if they 
recognized that it was exchange, they would suddenly understand that 
the cycle is closed, and they do not want the cycle to be closed. Leach 
says: but, if they do not want the cycle to be closed, it is perhaps 
because it is not closed, in other words, because there is no structure . 
Alright, this is getting interesting. And why wouldn't the cycle be 
closed? This is because the whole Lévi-Strauss hypothesis supposes 
that the relations of alliance are deduced from a line of filiation and 
flow from the lines of filiation. First there are the filiation lines, and 
then they exchange something. 


They exchange women, they exchange products, [138:00] they 
exchange titles, emblems. The exchange takes place between two filial 
lines. Good. 

Is the alliance an exchange? Yes, the alliance is an exchange if it takes 


place between filial lines, between lineages. And never has a primitive 
society functioned on the basis of lineage. THE 
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lineages, no one believes it. l'm sketching a bit here. Never, ever did 


they work like this, says Leach. They work quite differently. They 
operate, in fact, by alliances. But the alliances are in no way 
exchanges because the alliances do not presuppose the broad lines of 
filiations; they are done differently [139:00] and elsewhere. Alliances 
cannot be deduced from lines of filiation. Alliances are autonomous. 
And, indeed, they are, literally, scheming, manipulated by groups that 
Leach calls local groups, Leach's local groups, as opposed to parentage 
groups. And the local groups do not cover the parentage groups, and it 
is the local groups that organize the marriages. The local groups 
decide on donations and counter-donations. In other words, what is 
there to understand? [140:00] What many ethnologists had said, but 
Leach is doing the... 


which brings it all together. Alliances are a matter of practice. There is 
an ethnologist who will say and who will use the very curious word, 
he will say: it is not a structure, it is a process. 


It's a matter of practice, of a process, let's just say a strategy, a society 
strategizes before structuring itself. 


And Leach asks his big question: the position of an individual in the 
social field, is it due to the fact that he belongs to the lineages of his 
father or to the lineages of his mother, or to both lineages? , or -- 
which is quite different -- is [141:00] his position because his father 
and mother are allies? The question is very good, because if you 
carefully read The Elementary Structures of Kinship, you will see that 
Lévi-Strauss is for the first answer, if you read Leach carefully, you 
will see that Leach is for the second answer. The position of the 
individual in the social field comes from the fact that his parents are 
allies and not at all from his participation in the lineages of the father, 
the mother or both. 


In other words, what is Leach's perpetual theme? That is: the great 
lineages form a vertical structure. It is indisputable. That, Lévi-Strauss 
is unbeatable on this point, and he gave the status of this vertical 
structure in a definitive way. [142:00] But the network of alliances 
cannot be deduced from this vertical structure. The network of 
alliances, and, here, I quote Leach by heart, the network of alliances is 
a lateral network, in other words, transversal, perpendicular, says 
Leach, to the structure, to the filiative structure, irreducible to this 
structure , organized by small local groups and constituting not at all 
an exchange in a closed cycle, but in perpetual imbalance, that is to 
say constituting a physical microsystem in perpetual instability. 
[Pause] [143:00] And, indeed, covenants are constantly broken in 
favor of other covenants etc. It is at the level of alliances that you find 


the microphysics of power. 


And I would say, in primitive societies, what is the relationship of 
forces? The balance of power passes through the network of alliances 
irreducible to the structure, irreducible to the filiative structure. 
Moreover, there is such an opposition between the two, there is such 
evidence that the network of alliances cannot be deduced and always 
calls into question filial structures, to the point that the filial 
structures will be reorganized according to the network alliances at 
such and such a time. There will be an effect and, finally, the lines, 
the lines of filiation will only always translate the state of the network 
of alliances. [144:00] There is a microphysics of alliance that works 
under the macrophysics of filiation. In other words, there are the 
series under the structure. See how Foucault will be able, then, he 
who has nothing to do with this example, how Foucault will be able to 
oppose strategy and structure. To say: but a social field is not defined 
by a structure, it is 
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defined by all of its strategies. In a primitive society, the alliance 
networks are really, yes, they are really the balance of power. 


And you see that it can involve [145:00] violence, but it doesn't 
necessarily imply it. Balance of power is quite another thing. If I give 
you something, it's a balance of power. We know it well, even in our 
society. If I give you something, it's the whole system of gift-against- 
gift, but a balance of power, it would be silly to measure it against 
violence. If I give you a present, huh... you see. I'm giving you a gift, 
you say: ouh la la, what is he going to ask me next? You say: no, no, 
no, I don't want it, you're too nice, you're too... You say: yes, yes, yes, 
I care. But what a balance of power! I stick it in my hand, I shove it in 
my pocket: yes! Keep it ! Keep it ! -- No, I do not want it ! It's a 
fantastic balance of power, there's no violence. Finally, there is no 
apparent violence. That's power relations. If the balance of power, it 
was a punch in the face, but it would be... the world would be so 
clear! [Laughs] But, that's not it at all! 


You understand, a man and a woman, [146:00] if the balance of 
power, it was simply the moment when they say harsh things, when 
they hit each other... but the world would be a delight! But the 
balance of power is disgusting, precisely because it is... 


it's like... uh... I'm doing this, ah you're asking me to do this? But yes 


but yes. I do that, I do that, yes, yes! Then the other is poisoned. 
Doesn't that bother you too much? oh no, no, no... that's a balance of 
power... dirt, real filth. That's it, doing something while showing that 
we are unhappy to do it, we do it for the other. And there, you say 
“oh, it’s nothing! ". 


And we start coughing, “oh I caught a cold! uh... "oh no, it's not your 
fault at all!" ". 


[Laughs] All that that makes up our daily lives, all this blackmail, all 
this disgusting blackmail, uh... which we are sometimes a little 
ashamed of afterwards, but we say to ourselves... it's, [147:00] c is, 
that's the balance of power. So long live the moment when it bursts 
into punches! We say to ourselves: maybe something will come out of 
it, uh... if not... well, that's how the balance of power is. So companies 
work like that, they strategize, we have a strategy. A household scene 
is an incredible strategy, it is a.... [Deleuze does not finish the 
sentence] 


So, there, long live Tarde! Long live Tarde's microsociology, you 
understand. Because to do sociology, precisely, is to grasp the balance 
of power, and it is not at all to do psychology. So all I want to say is 
that: you see in what sense Foucault can say -- and I had taken this 
example of primitive societies, once again, which corresponds to 
nothing with him -- because he will be able to tell us, Foucault, that in 
modern societies it is not otherwise. Here too, uh, the network of 
alliances infinitely overflows the major authorities 


[148:00] of the Status type, etc. If you take what we will call an 
important family, if you take the network of its alliances, you see how 
it overflows the institutions, uh... the balance of power, it overflows... 


Take... you understand, we have to use recent events, what is more 
astonishing and joyful than the Boutboul affair? ... [Laughs] It’s a 
marvel, the Boutboul affair. 


It's a wonder, what do you see? There you can make your transversal 
network: female jockey, well I put it there, female jockey [Darie 
Boutboul]. [Laughs] A lawyer husband 


[Jacques Perrot], a lawyer but involved in the races, so I do my line, 
there, transverse. Good. Murdered husband. Well, on that, we flank a 
mother-in-law, [Laughs] weird lawyer, disbarred, a lawyer 
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removed [Marie-Elisabeth Cons-Boutboul]. Ahh, she's connected with 
the... -- so the network 


[149:00] extends a branch that goes on forever -- with the missions of 
the Jesuits. [Laughs] They are Jesuits, what are they doing in there? 
[Laughs] They were the ones who expunged the... So is the... the 
lawyer dead, so who is it? Was it the mother-in-law who killed the 
lawyer or was it the Jesuit since the mother-in-law, she says that the 
Jesuits are terrible assassins? 


Good: a porridge. Social arrangements are porridge. And it strategizes 
on all sides. The declarations of the mother-in-law, of Madame 
Boutboul, are declarations of high strategy, that is obvious. Uh... 
everyone strategizes, and then we are shown this on TV. 


It's really pure variety, [laughs] it's.... Ah! I forgot the dead father in 
his corner! 


[Laughs] So why was he dead? He says, so he strategizes, he says, 
"Oh, it's because I was separated from my wife, so the little one 
shouldn't be too upset!" ". [Laughs] 


It's very weird. 


Claire Parnet: He made an even more bizarre statement, he said: at 45, 
you are not in control of your actions like at 73, [150:00] so you don't 
know at what age it starts! 


Deleuze: Ah yes, that's good too. It's so as not to hurt the little one 
that he pretended to be dead instead of pretending to be separated 
from his wife, it's very interesting! That's high strategy. Well, that's 
how a social field works, a society. It's good. Good. All this to 
conclude: a company, yes, it is strategic. Therefore, understand, the 
consequence is really very great: power is not the property of anyone, 
on the other hand, it is the exercise of everyone. This is what 
“strategy” means, the strategic principle. And we have seen and are 
beginning to understand how strategy opposes structure, but more 
subtly and more deeply, opposes strata. 


Second principle. Location. [151:00] That is, it is the second postulate 
of statement, namely the tendency to locate power in a device. And, 
there, Foucault is obviously referring to the theses, at the same time, 
of [Louis] Althusser who, in a very beautiful text, showed or tried to 
show that even private powers had only an apparent dispersion and 
functioned as special state apparatuses. Foucault is the antithesis, 


literally. Here I am not asking the question of what brings about this 
difference between Althusser and Foucault because it would be 
necessary to go back to the way in which Althusser posed the problem 
on his own account. But I just want to retain Foucault's point of view, 
namely, well, [152:00] that even public powers have an origin, have 
processes, have exercises, that is to say everything that makes the 
essence of power, which the State no doubt controls or covers, but 
which it does not constitute. 


You see in what sense it is the anti-Althusser, Althusser saying: even 
the apparatuses, even the private powers are special state apparatuses. 
Foucault says: even the state apparatus only manages processes of 
power that come from elsewhere. And, indeed, you have guessed why: 
if the State apparatus is a constituent element of large ensembles, if it 
forms 


[153:00] large ensembles, the state apparatus, well, by definition, it 
presupposes power relations, it does not explain power relations. It 
assumes the balance of power that comes from elsewhere. 


Where Foucault is very strong is that, obviously, he has very concrete 
examples. He says: take a cog in the state apparatus like the police. 
Well, that's obvious. A cog in the state apparatus like the police... He 
would make it all too easy if he took on more institutions 
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ambiguous. But, if anything belongs, seems to belong to the state and 

is part of the state apparatus, it is the police. All those who define the 

State by the monopoly of force understand it this way. Well he it: well 
no. If we consider police techniques concretely, 


[154:00] we see that the processes of the power of the police are by 
nature, not by exception, but constantly and always and even at the 
origin, are covered by the State, reused by the State, but the State is 
absolutely not the origin. The police have their power techniques, the 
police have their power processes. You will say to me: but then, yes, 
but the police, what does that mean? Well, there are police centers 
that are already emerging at the level of municipalities without a state 
apparatus. 


You will say to me: yes, but there is the commune, there is always 
another power. No not necessarily. Not necessarily. And, in any case, 
even when there is another power, the police are measured by their 


independence in relation to other centers of power. It is itself a focus 
of [155:00] autonomous power, it always has been, that's how it 
claims to work. 


So the state, in effect, can globalize police power or can appropriate 
police powers. Police powers do not come from the state. In the same 
way, it will show why. Because police powers are disciplinary powers 
and disciplines have always preceded the moment when the State 
appropriated them. The State appropriates the disciplines, it is not at 
the origin of the disciplines. The disciplines of the school, the 
disciplines of the army, the private disciplines, the disciplines of the 
Church, etc., have always preceded the State. Disciplinary techniques 
are taken over by the State. They do not find in the State [156:00] 


their origin. 


And, Foucault, in Discipline and Punish, will show the same thing 
especially about the prison. As we have seen, prison is not part of the 
horizon of criminal law; it is irreducible to juridical power, it is 
relatively independent of juridical power, it has its own power, power 
of the prison and power in the prison, power in the prison where the 
judge and the law have nothing to do, this what Foucault will call a 
“disciplinary supplement,” in this disciplinary technique, and the state 
covers the prison more than the prison is a cog in the state apparatus. 


[Pause] [157:00] In other words, you see, there power cannot be 
located in a device. We must be careful with the word “local” because 
Foucault will use it in two senses. There is no contradiction between 
the following two types of Foucault's sentences: power cannot be 
localized, that is to say, it is diffuse; that means that power cannot be 
localized, it is diffuse, that is to say, it spreads throughout the social 
field. And the other type of Foucault's sentences: power always 
consists of local focal points, the affirmation of the local character of 
power, [158:00] which means, this time power is never global. And 
the two are perfectly consistent. It cannot be localized because it is 
diffuse; on the other hand, it is always local since the global is the 
large ensembles and power, the relations of power operate under the 
large ensembles. 


Third postulate denounced by Foucault: postulate of subordination. It 
is the postulate according to which power is subordinated to a mode 
of production as infrastructure. [ Break] 


That is to say: there would be relations of production which would 
define an infrastructure [159:00] and the power, which would be only 


political, would express this infrastructure whatever the complexity of 
this expression. Foucault's idea is very simple, it is that you cannot 
speak of relations of production without already putting them there 
and without intertwining them with relations of power. So the 
relations of power obviously do not derive from the relations of 
production, 
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because there are no definable relations of production independently 
of the intertwining they have with the relations of power. [ Break] 


And, indeed, let's come back to an example, among the primitives, in 
our primitive societies, well, the relations of production, strictly 
[160:00] inseparable from the relations of alliance, of the relations of 
alliance, of the transversal network of which we just mentioned, since 
it is this cross-cutting network of alliances that will determine who 
works for whom, which members of one filiation work with which 
members of another filiation. It's quite simple. Therefore: refusal of 
any subordination of power relations vis-a-vis so-called economic 
relations or so-called relations of any kind. 


Fourth postulate. Postulate of essence or attribute. Power would have 
an essence and would be an attribute [Pause] [161:00] and, as an 
attribute, it would qualify those who possess it, the dominators, 
distinguishing them from those over whom it is exercised: the 
dominated. This is the postulate of essence or attribute. Foucault's 
answer -- here too we expect it, now I can go quickly -- is that power 
has no essence, it is functional operative. It has neither essence nor 
interiority. And why ? It is not an attribute, it is a relation, and it is 
because it is a relation that it is not an attribute. In other words, the 
power relation is the set of power relations in a social field [162:00] 
and, therefore, power does not pass less through the dominated forces 
than through the dominant ones. 


The power does not pass less... There, we will just have to think a 
little bit about what it means. 


Power does not pass less through the dominated forces than through 
the dominant forces. You see: it is not an attribute that distinguishes 
the dominant and the dominated, it is a relationship that relates the 
dominant to the dominated and the dominated to the dominant. Here 
is the text of Will to Know or of Discipline and Punish, I no longer 
know: power invests the dominated, it “passes through them and 


through them, it relies on them, [163:00] just like themselves , in 
their struggle against him, rely in turn on the hold he exercises over 
them” [Discipline and Punish, pp. 31-32]. And, perhaps, there, one of 
the most precise examples -- just now I invoked prison for the 
previous postulate -- now one of the most precise examples analyzed 
by Foucault is the example of letters of cachet of which I have already 
said a word to you. And the lettres de cachet -- which are an 
institution really specific to the French monarchy, eh, I believe, 
according to Foucault there is no equivalent at the same time -- seem 
typical to indicate a transcendence of power . And they are often 
presented as being the expression of the pure arbitrariness of the king. 


Regardless of any investigation procedure, the king decides on the 
imprisonment, the internment of someone and, no doubt, this has 
been true of a few cases, [164:00] that is to say in the case , in 
particular, great lords. But, the technique of the cachet letter is 
completely different, as I said. 


And the technique of the cachet letter, what does it show? That the 
real process of the cachet letter is this: a family member, a neighbor, a 
colleague, an office colleague, whatever, sends a request and says, so 
and so, he is completely typed, completely crazy , it must be locked 
up. Uh, put him in jail. Monsignor, put him in prison. On top of that, 
there is an investigation. In other words, it is not the arbitrariness of 
the king, it is the way in which the dominated participate in the 
arbitrariness of the king. [165:00] Power passes through the 
dominated as much as through the dominant. The letter of cachet is 
basically demanded by families, neighbors for 
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any creature that disturbs a little bit, that is to say against which we 
cannot unleash legal proceedings. 


It has to be the little trouble, in the manner of Tarde, it is a micro 
trouble. If it was a big trouble, if he had committed a crime, the 
normal procedure would be used. The procedure 


"lettre de cachet", it is made for the microphysics of the offence, for 
offences, petty offenses which are not punishable from the legal point 
of view. And Foucault gives an example of a very moving letter de 
cachet, the letter from..., the petition sent by..., [166:00] what is her 
name, ah... -- Ah well, I was wrong, aah no, I was not mistaken, Lettre 


de cachet, I lost... ah! -- Nicolas Bienfait's wife. Madame Bienfait who, 
in the 17th century... Here it is: "I take the liberty of representing very 
humbly to Monseigneur that the said Nicolas Bienfait, coachman, is a 
very debauched man who kills me with blows" -- who kills her with 
blows — « and who sells everything, having already killed his two 
wives, the first of whom, he killed his child in his body. The second, 
after having sold him and eaten him by his ill-treatment" -- I don't 
understand, it doesn't matter -- "made him die in languor until he 
wanted to strangle him the day before his death”. See, there is nothing 
condemnable by law [167:00] in all this, she cannot do anything, the 
lady. “The third he wants her to eat his heart on the grill, without 
many more murders he has done. Monsignor, I throw myself at the 
feet of your greatness to implore your mercy, I hope from your 
goodness that you will do me justice because my life being risked at 
all times, I will not stop praying to the Lord for the preservation of 
your health. 


[“The Lives of Infamous Men”, 1977; Sayings and Writings, vol. IV, 
pp. 249-250] 


However, I was telling you today, what happens when you make a so- 
called voluntary placement? 


A woman is massacred by her husband, what can she do? Well, she 
asks for a letter of cachet, that is to say she asks that the guy be 
interned if he is... She asks that the guy be interned, there is an 
investigation, the police come to see the concierge, the letter of cachet 
in its purest form, and then he is interned if the police investigation... 
There is a psychiatrist who comes, all that. GOOD. The power passes. 
[168:00] Power is a balance of power, passes through the dominant, 
through the dominated, no less than through the dominant. It is the 
postulate, that, therefore, of enunciation of the postulate of the 
attribute: power is not an attribute, it is a relation. 


Fifth postulate. Postulate of modality. This is because, in many 
classical theories, it is as if power had two modalities: either, or. 
Either it proceeds by violence and it is repression, or it proceeds by 
ideology. Repressive or ideological; [ Break] 


[169:00] repressive or ideological. Repression or ideology, we feel 
that it is a very poor alternative, because what Foucault never ceases 
to show is that power can act on souls and on bodies, but, even when 
it acts on souls, he acts otherwise than out of ideology. And even 
when it acts on bodies, it acts otherwise than by violence and 


repression. 


If you had to wait for power to be repressive, you know, huh... there 
would have been no more power for a long time, it proceeds quite 
differently. It's repressive in the last instance, yes, when it can't help 
it, but otherwise it's fine to be repressive. It has more subtle means 
which are neither ideology nor repression. For what ? This is perhaps 
the most essential point, [170:00] but, there, we will have to come 
back to it, I am giving it now, I am indicating it, I am introducing it 
very quickly. 
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The balance of power is not violence. Why isn't it violent? It is that 
the relationship of forces, understand already, it is the relationship of 
force with force. Which is very important, because if I say force is 
essential in the report, that means that there is a reason in the notion 
of force. For force never to be alone, for force to always be part of a 
multiplicity, it is up to force to be in relation to another force. 


Therefore, all force is a relationship of forces. There is not one force, 
there are power relations. 


What is violence? Is it a balance of power? No. Violence is not a 
balance of power. That is to say, violence is not the relationship of one 
force to another force. [171:00] What is violence? Violence is the 
relationship of force with a being or an object. 


And, that is fundamental, obviously, in Foucault's analysis, which does 
not even insist on it so much, for him, it goes without saying, but, in 
the end, it must be cleared up. It is... and yes, violence, when I 
undergo violence, it is not my strength which undergoes violence, it is 
my body which is perhaps the seat of a force, mine, but what is 
destroyed by force? 


It is not another force, another force; it is not destroyed by force. 
What does it mean that one force destroys another? A force is 
incapable of destroying another force. On the other hand, a force can 
very well destroy a body, yes, a being or a thing. The force of a bomb 
destroys [172:00] a city as a body or a living being as a body. 
Violence expresses the relationship of a force with a thing, an object 
or a being. 


What is called a balance of power? It is the relationship of a force to a 


force. 


What is the ratio of a force to a force? Foucault will say, in an 
interview -- even though he does not develop that in his books -- in an 
interview, he will say, the relation of a force to a force is an action on 
an action. It is not an action on a body, it is an action on an action, 
the second action being real or possible. Force is an action on a real or 
possible action. This is very valuable, we will have to come back to 
this. [173:00] An action on an action is not violence, violence has 
never acted on an action, violence is exerted on the support of an 
action, on the subject of an action . Violence does not affect an action. 


What is an action on an action? He gives examples. It is an interview 
that is reproduced in the book by [Hubert L.] Dreyfus and [Paul] 
Rabinow on Foucault at Gallimard 


[Michel Foucault, A philosophical journey, 1984; Michel Foucault, 
Beyond Structuralism and Hermeneutics (University of Chicago Press, 
1982, 1983); see Sayings and Writings IV, pp. 383-414 and 609-631] 
What is...? He gives examples that are very unusual for us, but 
precisely, this will be an opportunity for us to search. He says: the 
relationship of forces is not at all of the “do violence” or “repress” 
type, it is of the type: incite, arouse, combine. 


[174:00] It doesn't seem like much, but then we'll have to look. You 
see what he means at first sight: yes a force does not do violence to 
another force, but a force can incite another force. A force can 
combine other forces. That, yes, that is a balance of power. So the 
balance of power is of the type, not at all "do violence", but of the 
type: incite, arouse, combine. We leave that; it's too obscure for us 
when we don't have the means to comment on it yet. We'll have them 
soon, huh. So we leave that aside. 


And I say to myself: in Discipline and Punish, what are the power 
relations that he studies? If you take the whole of Discipline and 
Punish, I'm trying to make the list. In Discipline and Punish, 
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I would say: the balance of power, what is it? [Pause] [175:00] It's 
[Pause] to organize in space, namely of the type... "to line up" at 
school, to line up at school, that is - to say to tidy up, to enclose, to 
square, to serialize. Doing a series is not the same as putting in a row. 
To serialize is, for example, to make a list for the composition: first, 


[176:00] 


second, third. So. In other words, here is a first aspect: to distribute in 
space. 


The functions that Foucault tells us about in Discipline and Punish, the 
first major function title: to distribute in space, to enclose, to square, 
to tidy up, to sort out. 


Second major type of function: order in time. It is to subdivide time 
itself, hour, half-hour, minute, second, to program the act, to program 
an act, to break down a gesture. These are functions of order in time, 
no longer of distribution in space. 


You will tell me: where is it happening? Well, the place where it 
obviously happens is the workshops, the first factories. The 
decomposition of the gesture, [177:00] the mechanical work. It is a 
timing function. Well, it's... uh... there's maybe an intense underlying 
violence; there are no lashes, the workers were not trained with 
lashes, in a sense it was worse. 


Third major function: composing in space-time. You see: distribute in 
space, order in time, compose in space-time. And, this time, what is 
composing in space-time? It is to produce a useful effect greater than 
the sum of the elementary forces. 


Produce a so-called “useful” effect greater than the sum of the forces, 
of the component forces. So. 


That's the balance of power, it's not repression and ideology. [Pause] 
[178:00] 


And, it is re-linked with Will to know; you remember our whole 
theme, in The Will to Know, what was there? If we stick to words and 
sentences, we can always believe that sexuality has been repressed. 
But, if one knows how to read, if one knows how to identify the 
statements of the time, one realizes that, on the contrary, sexuality 
was perpetually solicited, invited to express itself and to speak. On 
what condition? Precisely on the condition of allowing oneself to be 
distributed in space, of letting oneself be ordered in time and of letting 
oneself be composed in space-time. This is what Foucault will 
translate by saying roughly: modern societies do not proceed by 
ideology or repression, they proceed by normalization. [179:00] What 
is normalizing? To normalize is the balance of power par excellence, 
namely, it is to distribute in space, to order in time, to compose in 
space-time. This, then, is the denunciation of the fifth postulate. 


Finally there would be a sixth postulate denounced by Foucault, it is 
the postulate of legality, the link that most theories make between the 
State and the law. And, as there it is more complicated than the 
previous ones, we keep for the next time. It is the last. [ End of 
recording] [2 
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